A sking friends that have inspired my thoughts and practices to comment on the Manifesto was both troubling and exciting. Troubling because the Manifesto is a creature that is born from a very specific and place-based experiment, with its own set of questions, expectations, and limitations. Who could understand the tender care that the creature needs? Who could connect with the messy although life-enabling compromises that its conceivers had to commit to among each other to see it stumbling into this world? Opening up for scrutiny such a fragile and loved achievement, ungraspable for those that did not attend its earthly birth, was charged with fears and anxieties.
highlight some common threads that de la Cadena, Green, Neale, and Zalasiewicz have raised to help think about the ethico-political capacities (and limitations) of the Manifesto, both in Chile and elsewhere. Their comments point at important present absences in the Manifesto, or things that are there but not quite, that should be acknowledged. But before I do that, I would like to give a few words on the "complex I"-following the call made by de la Cadena in her comments-that figures as the protagonist of this response, and on the situation out of which the Manifesto was unearthed, and without which this creature is unthinkable.
While I write this response, the "I" poorly represents the collective effort behind the Manifesto. To replace it by "we" wouldn't solve the problem either. It is me that is writing this response, but I'm not alone; it is I and not an abstract "we" who takes responsibility for the words in this text, while at the same time I cannot think the "me" in the Manifesto without the "we" that empowered it. "I" and "we" are different, but come alongside. 1 Hence I cannot start but by honoring the people involved in this Manifesto: their names should be declaimed, beginning with Cristián Simonetti, a fundamental force behind the Manifesto. And also Catalina Bauer, Catalina Correa, Felipe Cortez, Martín Fonck, Laura Gallardo, Gabriel González, Román Guridi, Claudio Latorre, Caterine Luco, Sergio Navarrete, Eric Pommier, Sebastián Riffo, Bárbara Saavedra, and Carolina Sandoval. The I is the We is the I.
It is also important to honor the specific conditions-material and political-under which the Manifesto was brought to life, for the good or the bad.
While the Manifesto might be seen as the protagonist of this dramaturgy, it was the gathering as an experimental situation for thinking collectively about the Anthropocene in Chile that is really at stake. This gathering took place in Las Cruces, in front of the Pacific Ocean, 120 kilometers away from our daily routines back in Santiago, during one and a half days. The coordination of twelve scholars who had to block thirty-six hours from their schedules was itself a significant complication. More challenging, however, was to tinker with an intellectual atmosphere attentive not just to the object at hand (the Anthropocene in Chile) but also to the multiple and relational outsides at play in our discussions. We had agreed on the terms of our conversation-Chile, Anthropocene, Earth, human, future, politics, and relevance-but we inhabited them differently.
How to allow these equivocations to breathe and expand while also creating a working commonality? To start with, the experiment was methodologically designed to find problems, not solutions, and to rehearse a nonhierarchical space for collective thinking.
We would ask natural scientists to take carefully the critical parsimony of social scientists and humanities scholars, and the latter to engage in and with the matters and questions of the former-and "scientists" of whichever kin to connect with the speculative register of the arts.
The method of choice was the writing of a manifesto. As Timothy Neale indicates in his commentary, the figure of the manifesto has strong political resonances in our Western-modern episteme. We've had many, from the Communist Manifesto to Breton's Surrealist Manifesto and the latest Eco-Modernist Manifesto, and as a genre they are marked by at least one important gesture: they declare an intention, and urgently.
Manifestos do not ponder, they assert; they don't ask, they reclaim; they don't go for the nuances, they paint in broad brushstrokes. Manifestos are noisy and always in a rush, and hence they simplify and cut apart. But by the same token they disturb and interrupt, they provoke and invoke; they look for impact and change, and thus force readers into a position. Manifestos are political technologies.
The manifesto allowed for the syncopated rhythm-a regular flow out of disturbances and interruptions-that was required to find the many halfways in which we had to meet. It was a way of thinking the Anthropocene as a policy issue without succumbing to technocracy; of calling for action without deserting critique; of doing intellectual work not just for intellectuals. And very important, of doing collective thinking politically, something that we were all looking for. In posttransitional Chile, where the trauma of expression still looms in an academia afraid of corroding positive science with politics, the exercise of entwining science and ethics was both necessary and, at least for me, therapeutic. We set our experiment not just to describe our present condition but also to draw a position, however partial and insufficient, about what this present implies for engaging with the future. We acknowledge the problems involved in such strong futurity. As Lesley Green reminds us in her comments, temporal linearities are one of the most powerful ways of perpetuating colonialism, something that actually the Manifesto aspires to challenge (although perhaps not robustly enough, as I'll discuss below). The quest for a position, nevertheless, allowed for a sense of relevance that was critical for the kind of commoning that the exercise at hand required. the divide between scientific and Indigenous knowledge, the Manifesto should also scrutinize the very same terms of the divide: not just to problematize the "/" of "scientific/Indigenous knowledge," but the fact that by retaining untouched the existence of these two figures, irrespective of how hard they call for a substantial encounter between them, the Manifesto is unwittingly imposing in its analytics the conceptual apparatus of one of the sides, namely the modern-scientific.
Timothy Neale extends this equivocation further. The epistemological tolerance rehearsed by the Manifesto confronts the unsolved issue of "how those [Indigenous] knowledges can be, at once, in dialogue and sovereign." By thinking Indigenous knowledge as always amenable for policy and intervention, that is, by imagining the encounter between science and its other in terms of usability, the Manifesto is neglecting the possibility of staging the encounter in the terms of the other, and hence stopping short in its attempt at decolonizing the Anthropocene. Here the Manifesto might need, as Timothy Neale suggests, to be critical of "the widespread prejudice against evidence that is not founded in either the sentiments of politically dominant groups or the calcu- der whether what the Manifesto should be pointing at is not a rendezvous of sorts between scientific and Indigenous knowledges-the "two toolboxes" approach signaled by Timothy Neale-but rather at practices able to modify what "scientific" and "native" knowledge means, practices rendering possible another this and another that by entangling, subverting, or altering the terms at stake. Practices with the power of multiplying knowledge forms, imaginations, and strategies in our vulnerable times.
And then difference. And the differences of difference. Class and gender for example. As I write this response 400,000 women take over the streets of Santiago to reclaim their sovereignty-spiritual, political, and bodily. "All women against all violences," reads a large banner, and I can't help the sublimation, in my mind, of those violences to the "era of man." But then how are these differences deployed (differently) in the unfurling of and resistance against the Anthropocene in Chile? And how does the Manifesto engage with these differences and the differential labor of multiplying divergences? These questions are not posed directly by commentators but resonate in the 4. See also de la Cadena, "Runa: Human but not Only."
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background of many of their observations, creeping slowly into view. Or at least in my view of the Manifesto.
To put it bluntly, the Manifesto does not engage with gender and class. Not explicitly at least-but when what is at stake is the adamant and violent imperceptibility of differential differences, explicitness is not an option but an ethical imperative. Why the absence? I'm not sure. It wasn't the lack of women in our experiment that prevented us from raising the connections between the Anthropocene and patriarchy. And I'm sure it wasn't that we, individually and collectively, hadn't thought about the homogenizing tendencies of the Anthropocene discourse. But still. The absence is there, present, pressing. And looking retrospectively, perhaps pointing to the commitments sustaining the experiment on which the creature was brought into life-commitments that we need I stop here, grateful, again, for the kindness and intelligence of the commentators.
And hoping this beautiful creature will now find new communities and kin with which to begin her own adventures into worlds, past, present, and future.
